vice, and I shall begin by considering some antipatriotic arguments that were forcefully stated by the great Russian novelist and thinker, Leo Tolstoy.2 In response to Tolstoy, I will describe a conception of patriotism that does not possess the evil features that he thinks are a necessary part of patriotism. I call the conception I defend "moderate patriotism." After showing that this form of patriotism escapes Tolstoy's attack, I will turn to MacIntyre's vigorous criticisms of this view and will try to show that his objections do not succeed in discrediting it.
IS PATRIOTISM A VIRTUE?
It is no surprise that the established authorities of all nations encourage patriotism and support the view that it is a virtue. Spokesmen for a nation want to encourage devotion to it so that they can appeal to patriotic motives in bringing about compliance with the law and encouraging citizen support for government policies. In making this point, I do not mean to encourage cynicism or suggest that patriotism is not a virtue. Even for those not accustomed to seeing themselves as patriotic, the idea that patriotism is a vice is somewhat shocking. Since for most of us, our "country" includes not just its politics but its language, culture, familiar history, natural beauties, customs, literature, folk heroes, and personal histories, it is not surprising that most people feel some degee of love for their country. In this sense, even politically alienated people may have patriotic sentiments.3 Patriotism, however, is not just love for one's country and its traditions. MacIntyre rightly stresses that patriotism involves loyalty and a preference for the well-being of one's own country over others. The problem is not whether it is a virtue to have warm feelings toward some aspects of one's country. Rather, the question is, Can it be a virtue to feel loyalty toward one's country and to be willing to promote its well-being, even if that can only be done at the cost of diminishing the well-being of other countries?
In two essays, entitled "Patriotism" and "Patriotism, or Peace?" Tolstoy answered this question with a vehement no. One of Tolstoy's primary reasons for rejecting patriotism is that it is linked to war. As he writes, "The root of war . .. [is] the exclusive desire for the well-being of one's own people; it is patriotism. Therefore, to destroy war, destroy patriotism" (pp. 106-7). Earlier, he describes war as "the inevitable consequence of patriotism" (p. 104). Now, one might think that Tolstoy is overstating his point here, claiming that patriotism inevitably leads to war. While acknowledging that there is an association between patriotic fervor and warfare, one might think that this does not show the connection to be inevitable. But if one grants his definition of patriotism as exclusive concern for the well-being of one's own nation, then I think that Tolstoy is only minimally guilty of overstatement. If one cares only for one's own nation and ifas seems plausible-one's nation could profit from things of value possessed by other nations, then if possible, one's nation should engage in any activities necessary to obtain the desired goods. Since we can suppose that other nations will not voluntarily give up their valued possessions, then warfare becomes the inevitable policy choice for those who can expect victory.
I assume, as Tolstoy does, that war is an undesirable state, involving, as it does, large-scale killing and injury to soldiers and frequently civilians as well. If war is an evil and if patriotism is the root cause of war, then patriotism is an evil. As Tolstoy asks rhetorically, "How can this patriotism, whence come human sufferings incalculable both physical and moral, be necessary, and be a virtue?" (p. 109).
In a second argument, Tolstoy condemns patriotism as both "stupid and immoral." It is stupid, he writes, "because if every country were to consider itself superior to others, it is evident that all but one would be in error; and [it is] immoral because it leads all who possess it to aim at benefiting their own country or nation at the expense of every other" (p. 75).
Tolstoy's point about the stupidity of patriotism is on target. Selfproclaimed patriots frequently talk about the superiority of their nation to all other nations. Myths of being "number one," "divinely chosen," "a special people" are the common fare of patriotic remarks. Yet, the mere multiplicity of nations implies that most patriots must be wrong when they make such remarks.
The immorality of patriotism resides in its according special status to the well-being of some people. This, Tolstoy thinks, flies in the face of both the Golden Rule and the principle of moral equality. Again, he asks rhetorically, "how can patriotism be a virtue . .. when it requires ... an ideal exactly opposite to that of our religion and morality-an admission, not of the equality and fraternity of all men, but of the dominance of one country or nation over all others?" (p. 75). Morality, as Tolstoy suggests, requires that we take seriously the interests of all people, not simply those of our own nation's citizens. Yet patriotism, he says, involves an exclusive interest in members of one national group. It gives no moral weight to the interests 6f others. Hence, from his point of view, patriotism is totally opposed to the fundamental ideals of morality.
PATRIOTISM WITHIN THE LIMITS OF MORALITY
In spite of the power of Tolstoy's arguments, there is an obvious reply to them. While it would be unfair to suggest that his description of patriotism is his own creation or that it is a caricature, one could object that the extreme conception he describes is not the only form of patriotism.
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April 1989 Indeed, all his arguments hinge on a single word-"exclusive." The extreme patriots that Tolstoy describes have an exclusive concern for their country. They care only about its well-being and not at all about the well-being of other peoples. They perceive only the virtues of their own country and not those of other countries. They think that morality applies only within their country, that only their own fellow citizens are persons with moral standing, that citizens of other countries fall outside the moral umbrella. This exclusive concern for one's own country, however, is not a necessary part of patriotism. Even Tolstoy, in a different passage, describes patriotism as "the preference for one's own country or nation above the country or nation of anyone else." This definition permits (as the earlier one did not permit) patriots to feel some concern for those who are not their fellow countrymen. One can have a preference for one's own country, a greater love for it, and a greater concern for its well-being without going so far as to think that morality ceases to apply at the border. If patriotism involves this sort of preference and leads people to do good things on behalf of their country but always within the limits of what is morally permissible, then patriotism would have none of the dreadful implications that Tolstoy attributes to it.
There seems, therefore, to be an easy way out of the dilemmas we face in evaluating patriotism. We need not say categorically either that patriotism is a virtue or that it is a vice. Rather, we can hold that patriotism is a virtue so long as the actions it encourages are not themselves immoral. So long as devotion and loyalty to one's country do not lead to immoral actions, then patriotism can be quite laudable. When concern for their own country blinds people to the legitimate needs and interests of other nations, then patriotism becomes a vice.
That a morally acceptable form of patriotism is possible can be seen by comparing patriotism to love or family loyalty. People may (and, one hopes, typically do) have a special interest and concern for their parents, spouses, and children. They really do care more about those "near and dear" than about strangers. Yet, so long as this concern is not an exclusive concern, there is nothing the matter with it. That is, so long as family loyalty does not violate the rights of nonmembers of one's family, then actions inspired by family loyalty or love are perfectly permissible and may reveal important virtues in a person.
Tolstoy is correct to criticize that kind of patriotic loyalty that puts the nation before all else. Patriotism is exactly like other forms of loyalty. My loyalty to my family may lead me to strive for its well-being in many laudable ways and so may be counted as a virtue. Nonetheless, I may not do anything on behalf of my family's well-being. I may not legitimately kill my child's competitor for a school prize or threaten a neighbor whose house we would like to own. When one engages in immoral actions in order to promote one's own family's well-being, then family devotion is excessive and is no virtue. It remains a virtue so long as it is constrained by other moral principles.
Tolstoy is mistaken, then, in his total condemnation of patriotism. The proper answer to the question, Is patriotism a virtue? is that the moral value of patriotism depends on the circumstances in which patriotism is exhibited and the actions that it motivates. When patriotism is in the service of valuable ends and is limited to morally legitimate means of attaining them, then it is a virtue. When patriotism leads to support of immoral ends or immoral means to achieve otherwise legitimate ends, then it is a vice.
The moderate patriotic view appears to provide both a reply to Tolstoy and a simple solution to our original questions about the status of patriotism. Moreover, it accords with moral common sense. Most people who think of themselves as patriots want to distinguish their attitude fromjingoism and chauvinism. They shy away from adopting the attitude of "My country, right or wrong." They sense that patriotism can be carried too far and that moral constraints do apply to actions taken on behalf of one's country.
MAC INTYRE'S ATTACK ON MODERATE PATRIOTISM
In spite of the appeal of this conception of patriotism, MacIntyre rejects it and devotes most of "Is Patriotism a Virtue?" to criticizing it. Unlike Tolstoy, however, he rejects it because it is too weak a form of patriotism and too subservient to the demands of universal morality. MacIntyre appears to defend the extreme form of patriotism that Tolstoy and the moderate patriot both reject.
Like Tolstoy, MacIntyre begins by noting the tension between morality and patriotism, although he describes it as a conflict between two different conceptions of morality rather than a conflict between patriotism and morality as such. While a universalist conception of morality requires a certain detachment from one's own position, patriotism is a version of a particularist morality. It emphasizes personal bonds and the moral significance of membership in a particular group. From the point of view of the patriot, universalists (including moderate patriots who support impersonal constraints on loyalty) are insufficiently attentive to the importance of personal bonds and loyalties. From the universalist perspective, patriots are too restrictive in their application of moral principles and ideals, too concerned about persons and groups to whom they are directly related.
The conflict could be resolved, MacIntyre notes, if patriotism were regarded as "nothing more than a perfectly proper devotion to one's own nation which must never beallowed to violate the constraints set by the impersonal moral standpoint." He goes on to say that it is this form of patriotism that is "professed by certain liberal moralists who are often indignant when it is suggested by their critics that they are not patriotic" (p. 6).
Since I have argued that the moderate patriotism that MacIntyre attributes to "liberal moralists" is the correct view, I want to look at the specific criticisms he raises in order to show that none of them succeeds 540
Ethics
April 1989 in damaging the moderate patriotic view. Since my discussion is entirely critical, I would like to preface it by crediting MacIntyre with having written a rich and challenging treatment of an important, somewhat neglected subject.
MACINTYRE'S ARGUMENTS
MacIntyre begins his criticism by expressing sympathy with the charge that moderate patriots are not genuinely patriotic. He writes, "Patriotism thus limited in its scope appears to be emasculated, and it does so because in some of the most important situations of actual social life either the patriotic standpoint comes into serious conflict with the standpoint of a genuinely impersonal morality or it amounts to no more than a set of practically empty slogans" (p. 6). The point here seems to be that if moderate patriotism always makes loyalty subservient to universal morality, then it is empty. Whether expressions of patriotism are genuine or merely slogans is revealed only in situations of conflict. Genuine patriotism, according to MacIntyre, requires loyalty to one's country in just those conflict situations in which universal morality (and thus moderate patriotism) would counsel backing away from devotion to one's country. To illustrate his point, MacIntyre gives examples of two types of conflict.
CONFLICT OVER RESOURCES
The first type of conflict arises from the scarcity of resources that might be necessary for the life of a national community. At its most extreme, the very survival of a nation might be at stake. In such conflict situations, MacIntyre writes, "the standpoint of impersonal morality requires an allocation of goods such that each individual person counts for one and no more than one, while the patriotic standpoint requires that I strive to further the interests of my community and you strive to further those of yours." He goes on to say that when survival or other "large interests" are at stake, "patriotism entails a willingness to go to war on one's community's behalf" (p. 6).
The force of MacIntyre's argument derives from the sense he conveys of the unavoidability of conflict. Only one national community can survive, while the other will perish. Moderate patriots would be precluded by their universalist morality from standing by their own country because they cannot count their own country more than the other. Extreme patriots, on the other hand, would make an unequivocal choice for their own country in this setting, showing that they and they alone are genuinely loyal. According to MacIntyre, the moderate position shows itself to be mere words, an empty expression of patriotism that evaporates in the heat of the tragic conflicts that occur in the real world.
There is a certain power to MacIntyre's argument, but I think that it dissipates when we consider his example more carefully. How would extreme and moderate patriots behave in this situation? Extreme patriots would see that there was a serious conflict between the interests of their own country and those of another. In thinking about what actions to take, they would consider only the interests of their own country as having value and would unhesitatingly pursue them by any means. Since their morality requires loyalty only to their own community, they would not count the destruction of the other community and its members as serious losses.
Moderate patriots would act quite differently. Because they do consider the value of persons in the opposing community, they would examine the conflict to see if there is any way of accommodating the needs of both communities. They would evaluate the legitimacy of the claims made by both sides, and if the moral weight of the opposing side's claims is greater, they might well urge a sacrifice by their own community. Because they count the well-being of both sides, they would strive to discover or devise a just accommodation.
Suppose that no just accommodation of both sides' legitimate interests is possible. What if the choice is between the death of one community or the other? What would moderate patriots do? Would their commitment to universal morality mean that they would be indifferent to which community survives? Would it lead them to urge collective suicide by their own community? Would they be willing to fight for their community, though it had no greater moral claim than the opposition?
In this extreme situation, many actions are possible, but universal morality would not require moderate patriots to abandon or betray their own communities. Morality does not require that people be indifferent to which community survives, since their deepest emotional ties are to one group. This would be like expecting a person to be indifferent to whether it is his own family that is killed in an auto accident or some family of strangers.
Likewise, morality would not require group suicide in such a case. That degree of sacrifice and altruism goes beyond what we think is required by morality. So, if indifference and altruism are unreasonable to require in this setting, then a regretful entry into the struggle for survival could not be criticized, and it is hard to see why moderate patriots would be forced to reject or condemn this option. The fact that the defense of their own community would be undertaken with deep regret points to the moral superiority of their position. In contrast, extreme patriots, as MacIntyre describes their view, need not care in the least about the well-being of members of the opposing community. The choice to fight for survival would be made with ease and need not be preceded by any search for alternatives.
In response to MacIntyre's argument, then, we can note two things. First, in the heat of struggle, the moderate patriot is not forced to renounce his community or sacrifice its existence. He can defend it as well as the extreme patriot. Second, in dealing with serious conflict, the extreme patriot betrays a high level of callousness and disregard for the legitimate
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April 1989 rights and interests of those in the competing group. The moderate position leads to the appropriate responses: a search for compromise and reconciliation, a sense of regret when conflict is unavoidable and either/or choices must be made. Nothing in this case serves to discredit the moderate patriotic view. Before leaving this argument, it is worth noting that MacIntyre's sense that loyalty and universal morality are incompatible appears to rest on an oversimplified view of the kind of impartiality required by universal morality. While it is true that some advocates of universal morality (like Tolstoy) seem to think that universal morality rules out special ties to any particular individuals, this is not a necessary feature of universal morality. Commonsense morality certainly permits and encourages local loyalties and even frowns on extreme detachment or total impartiality.
While there are deep problems to be worked out, it would appear that the impartiality of universal morality can consistently allow for special obligations and various forms of particularist commitments.4 Thus, to take a simple example, while the Ten Commandments may be understood as being impartially addressed to everyone (to every "Thou"), they nonetheless contain the rule "Honor thy mother and father." This rule clearly commands that each person accord special treatment to specific individuals. Hence, as a model of a moral code, the Ten Commandments contains a mix of partiality and impartiality.5 The requirement that we be "partial" to our parents applies impartially to all persons.
In a similar way, a universal morality may well contain special duties that people have to advance the interests of their own countries, duties that could be expressed in a commandment to "honor thy country." Hence, there is no inconsistency in being committed to universal moral principles that both sanction special obligations to one's country and impose constraints on the actions one may take in pursuit of one's country's well-being. This mixture of universalism and particularism is both coherent and appears to be embodied in ordinary moral thought.6 According to the first argument, moderate patriots are again shown to lack genuine loyalty because they are committed to sacrifice an "essential constituent of the good life" of their community if pursuit of that good conflicts with impersonal moral standards. This willingness to sacrifice the good of the community betrays an indifference that is incompatible with genuine patriotism. This is a misleading description, however. Moderate patriots would see that the practice of "raiding the territory" of traditional enemies is incompatible with respect for the humanity of members of the enemy communities. If these enemies are themselves engaged in such raiding, then counterraids may be justified by self-defense. But if other communities do not seek out conflict, then the necessity of raiding is called into question. Raiding as an exercise of community virtues is not legitimate. One's community may feel that the personal valor shown in such raids or the martial skills exhibited are the highest achievements, but these goods must not be purchased at the cost of innocent lives. Moderate patriots would see this and would favor ending the raids. This need not show indifference to their community, however. Unlike outsiders, moderate patriots would realize the genuine value of the martial skills and virtues, 7. MacIntyre's identification of moral impartiality with liberalism is somewhat misleading. In Tolstoy's case, e.g., his moral universalism is grounded in Christianity. He condemns patriotism for its "incompatibility ... with the very lowest demands of morality in a Christian society" (Tolstoy, p. 108).
COMPETING CONCEPTIONS OF THE GOOD LIFE
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April 1989 and they would regret the loss of the goods associated with that way of life. Unlike outsiders, they might work to foster the development of other practices that preserve some of the community's traditional values. They would not be indifferent to the community's losses, even though they think it necessary that the community pay this price. The crucial point here is that being an "essential constituent" of some conception of the good ljfe does not exempt a practice or activity from moral evaluation and criticism. If it did, we would be unable to condemn the actions of religious zealot's who devote their lives to wiping out heathens. We would be unable to condemn slavery because the niceties of Southern plantation life required it. We would be unable to condemn Nazism because its conception of the good life required genocide and conquest to bring about "racial" dominance.
MacIntyre's argument seems to imply an extreme form of ethical permissiveness.8 While moderate patriotism applies the constraints of morality to the pursuit of a community's well-being, MacIntyre's view exempts community practices from moral judgment.
NEUTRALITY AND MORAL SKEPTICISM
This brings me to the second interpretation of MacIntyre's argument. He might be arguing that moderate patriots are themselves unable to judge practices like territorial raids. The reason is that moderate patriotism is linked to a larger theory of liberal universalism and that this form of liberalism is committed to "neutrality . . . between rival and competing sets of beliefs about the best way for human beings to live" (p. 7). Liberal universalism, on this view, claims to be able tojudge community practices from the standpoint of impersonal morality. In fact, however, it provides no basis for condemning the territorial raiders and their way of life because it is committed to neutrality about ideals. Liberals, on this argument, are reduced to skepticism and indecision about the value of the raiders' form of life, while MacIntyre's (extreme) patriot will have no difficulty making a choice about whom to support.
If this is MacIntyre's point, it misrepresents the position of the moderate patriot by failing to distinguish various senses of "neutrality." On the face of it, it is clear that liberalism is a normative political philosophy, so it cannot be committed to complete value neutrality. We need to ask what forms of "neutrality" liberal universalism is (or is not) committed to.
First, moderate patriots are committed to neutrality in the sense that they are committed to making impartial judgments of the issues over which communities are in conflict. Likewise, they are committed to applying 8. One might describe MacIntyre's view as relativistic, since it resists the imposition of external standards on the practices of particular communities. On the other hand, it could be argued that his view makes sense only on the supposition that there is an absolute value involved in a community's pursuing its own conception of the good life. universal moral principles to the actions of their own country as well as to others. As I have already argued, these forms of neutrality do not imply indifference to one's own country. Nor do they rule out the possibility of people having special obligations to their own country. Second, liberals have often claimed that their view is neutral in that it neither implies nor presupposes substantive ideals about the best way to live. As a political philosophy, this translates into defenses of free speech, even speech that is known or thought to be false, and freedom of religion, even of religions that are thought to be false. Liberals oppose using the state to determine which of competing ideals of life is best.9 Moreover, they think that people committed to very different ideals could come to see that this sort of neutral state is the best form of political arrangement.
This neutrality, however, must not be confused with ethical skepticism, relativism, or indifference.10 It is not total neutrality, and thus it permits liberals to condemn the territorial raiders' activities, not on the ground that martial virtues are bad but because the exercise of them in this situation conflicts with the rights of other persons. If killing members of other communities is the only way for the raiders to live the good life as they see it, then their way of life will be condemned by the liberal.
A central tenet of liberal political thought is that the protection of certain "civil" or "primary" goods is the central function of the state. Thus, as Locke argued in his Letter concerning Toleration, although religious ideals may be the highest ones within a person's life, protection of people's "life, liberty, health, and . . . possessions" takes priority in the political realm.1 1 Similarly, in A Theory ofJustice, Rawls argues that primary goods like liberty and wealth should be protected and that specific personal ideals should not be given special preference by social institutions.12
The justification for the priority of primary goods over ideals is admittedly a central and a difficult problem for liberal political theory. 13 Nonetheless, there is no doubt that liberal thought involves this priority. At this level, liberal morality is far from neutral in its evaluation of various What is crucial to our purposes is to see that, while liberalism is committed to governmental neutrality about which religion is best, this does not preclude liberals either from personally believing that one particular religion is best or from working to advance a particular religion through nonpolitical means. Nor, finally, does it preclude one from condemning the use of violence to promote religious ideals. Violent promotion of religious ideals is forbidden because it involves severe deprivations of primary goods, those goods whose protection is one of the central functions of government.
This last case is, of course, exactly parallel to the problem of the territorial raiders, whose ideals, according to MacIntyre, can only thrive at the cost of unprovoked assault on the lives and well-being of persons who are not members of the tribe. Liberals can favor the prohibition of this practice withoutjudging the tribe's ideals to be without value, though they must, of course, judge that the "cost" of following these ideals is too high.
In thinking about liberalism, it is important to distinguish the liberal political perspective from the variety of theoretical elaborations and defenses of liberalism. Liberals have defended their views in a variety of ways, some of which claim to be based on neutral, value-free principles of rationality, some on "thin" theories of value that make only minimal value assumptions, and others of which derive from substantive conceptions about the good life.16 While MacIntyre's comments point to the need for articulating and defending the liberal perspective, it is not clear that he reveals any fundamental deficiencies in it. Liberal universalism does provide a plausible basis, rooted in both history and theory, for limiting the ways in which people pursue their conception of the good life.
In short, whichever interpretation we make of MacIntyre's point about conflict over ideals, his argument fails. He does not establish either the disloyalty of moderate patriots or their inability to make judgments and decisions. Moderate patriots need not be either indifferent to their own community's way of life or incapable of evaluating conflicts between ways of life. Finally, while I have defended liberalism from MacIntyre's attacks, the moderate patriotic attitude need not be derived from a liberal 
LIBERAL DETACHMENT VERSUS COMMUNITY IMMERSION
Moderate patriots distinguish between patriotism and morality and seek to subject patriotism to moral constraints. MacIntyre, however, rejects the view that morality and patriotism can be distinguished in this way. As he writes, "What we have here are two rival and incompatible moralities, each of which is viewed from within by its adherents as morality-as-such" (p. 11). Proponents of universal morality assume that we can detach ourselves from our particular community and evaluate its practices, just as we evaluate the practices of any community. MacIntyre denies that this is possible. He believes that our understanding of morality is itself so deeply entwined with our relationship to a particular community that no such detachment can be achieved.
MacIntyre does not claim to prove this view, but he finds it attractive and presents it sympathetically. While not denying the existence of what he calls "lonely moral heroism," he asserts that "it is in general only within a community that individuals become capable of morality, are sustained in their morality, and are constituted as moral agents.... And once we recognize that typically moral agency and continuing moral capacity are engendered and sustained in essential ways by particular institutionalized social ties in particular social groups, it will be difficult to counterpoise allegiance to a particular society and allegiance to morality in the way in which the protagonists of liberal morality do" (p. 10).
Drawing 
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April 1989 But how plausible is this argument? I will limit my comments to the first premise, which says that we can only understand the rules of morality "in the version" in which they are "incarnated in some specific community." This is a crucial premise, since it identifies a person's understanding of morality with his understanding of the morality of his community. It is this identification that makes the contrast between community morality and morality as such impossible.
There is Typically, however, the morality of a community is not simply a collection of particularjudgments. Rather, in addition to specific judgments, it contains an open-ended set of general values, principles, ideals, and paradigms of proper behavior. The morality that a person acquires from his community will, therefore, contain large elements of vagueness, ambiguity, and indeterminacy. There will be no rigid set ofjudgments which simply is the community morality. Hence, different notions of morality and of the requirements of loyalty may grow out of the same social soil and may make possible the sort of flexibility of moral thought that permits individuals to contrast their community's acts and policies with the requirements of morality as such.
This point emerges most clearly, perhaps, when we see that community moralities are themselves likely to contain inconsistent and competing elements that generate conflict. Virtually every community, for example, encourages some degree of loyalty to the group as a whole. Yet, loyalty to one's own family is also likely to be encouraged, as is loyalty to one's friends.'9 In most circumstances, people do not find it difficult to be loyal to all these groups, but sometimes the claims of one group will conflict with those of the other, and the community morality may not provide any way of resolving the conflict.
The idea of "morality as such" may emerge fromjust such situations, since individuals would feel the pull of these competing claims but would be unable to identify any one of them with what morality requires. The more abstract notion of morality as such would be generated by the inability of the community morality to issue a verdict, combined with the This leads me to a final point about MacIntyre's argument. Even if his communitarian conception of morality were correct and even if the process of moral development insured that group loyalty would emerge as a central virtue, no conclusion would follow about the importance of patriotism. The group to which our primary loyalty would be owed would be the group from which we had obtained our moral understanding. This need not be the community as a whole or any political unit, however. It could be one's family, one's town, one's religion. The nation need not be the source of morality or the primary beneficiary of our loyalty.
Indeed, if we think about patriotism historically and reflect on the relative novelty of national loyalties, it is clear that the forging of nations has involved a huge effort to overcome the pull of diverse local attachments. Patriotism has had to compete with familial, tribal, racial, religious, and regional identities. Moreover, in its efforts to overcome these narrower forms of attachment, proponents of national loyalty have laid the basis for supranational attachments by drawing attention to the arbitrariness and parochialism of various forms of localism. The arguments for national patriotism have themselves often contained the seeds of internationalism and universal morality.20
THE WILLINGNESS TO DIE FOR ONE'S COUNTRY
In his final argument against moderate patriotism, MacIntyre concedes that liberal critics are correct in thinking that "patriotism is a morally dangerous phenomenon" (p. 15). It is morally dangerous because it leads to placing the good of one's nation above the good of human beings in general.
Nonetheless, he says, liberalism and moderate patriotism are subject to an equal and opposite sort of danger. Political liberalism portrays the relation of citizens within a state as deriving from relations of reciprocal self-interest and impersonal morality. Yet, in situations of conflict within a country and in situations of wartime, it is impossible to base allegiance on this combination of motivations. Reciprocal self-interest and universal morality may be too weak to sustain the state and its policies, leading MacIntyre to suggest that a state might not be able to survive if "the bonds of patriotism" were dissolved.
MacIntyre There are a number of powerful and disturbing points suggested by this argument. First, there is the suggestion that moderate patriotism may be self-defeating. If it is widely believed by the citizens of a country, that country is less likely to survive. Second, if survival requires large numbers of unquestioning patriots, then moderate patriots are in fact social parasites, unwilling to support their country unquestioningly, but accepting the benefits of unquestioning obedience by others. Indeed, the moderate patriot may well be in the unenviable position that Sidgwick described in connection with utilitarianism-believing that his own view was true but also believing that it would be better if most people did not accept it. 21 Is moderate patriotism dangerous and unattractive for these reasons? I think not. First, an important assumption of MacIntyre's is that willingness to defend one's country cannot be motivated by moral reasons. Unquestioning obedience to one's own country is, he thinks, necessary. There is an air of realism about MacIntyre's psychological claim that morality is a weak motivator that must be supplemented by blind patriotism. Yet it is doubtful that his view is shared by national leaders, who always go to great lengths to show that their country's cause is morally just. They do not rely solely on appeals to blind patriotism. Instead, they always describe themselves as being on the side of good, while opponents are always portrayed as evil. Perhaps it is not so realistic to minimize the power of moral motivation.
Beyond this factual question, however, is the key question of the desirability of encouraging blind patriotic loyalty of the sort MacIntyre describes. In deciding this, perhaps we need to assess the consequences of promoting extreme versus moderate patriotism. Are we more threatened by the possibility that too many moderate patriots will weaken the social fabric, that a good society will be defeated because too few of its members are willing to give it uncritical support? Or are we more threatened by 
